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ARTICLE APPEARED

Hopes for an arms deal with the Soviet
Union have been raised again following
the President’s Glassboro speech.

The American people will be deluded

if they think it could foreshadow an
easing of the historic political competition

7 July 1986

Brzezinski, national-security adviser
from 1977 to 1981. His book Game Plan
sets out a strategy for the U.S. to
pursue in an enduring struggle. This is

a second exclusive extract.

THE TRAP OF ARMS GONTROL

@ For many well-meaning Americans, arms control is the
shortcut to peace and security. For Soviet leaders, it is a tool
for seeking strategic preponderance. The uses and limits of
arms control must be properly understood lest its more ex-
tremist manifestations should someday render the United
States strategically impotent.

The contamination of strategy by pacifism is the key dan-
ger for the United States inherent in crusading arms control.
Strategy in international affairs involves doctrine and tech-
niques backed by the forces required to prevail—either politi-
cally or by combat. The abil-
ity to stop the opponent from
winning militarily is the pre-
condition for competing po-
litically. Strategy and force
are thus organically linked.
But pacifism, a natural corol-
lary of the democratic condi-
tion, reflects the understand-
able and morally righteous
popular rejection of violence
as the means of settling dis-
putes. Its most simplistic
manifestation is represented
by the willingness to disarm
unilaterally in the proclaimed
belief “‘better Red than dead.”

Its more sophisticated vari-
ant places a premium on arms
control as the central facet of
the U.S.-Soviet relation-
ship—elevating these negoti-
ations almost to a fetish and
seeing in them the key to end-
ing the nightmare created by
nuclear weapons.

Military mlgt in Moscow. The Kremlin has a free hand,
says Brzezinski, uniike the United States. No protest groups
interfere with Soviet decisions on strategy

agreements but without putting corresponding pressures on
Soviet decision makers.

Additionally, many of the more outspoken proponents of
arms control have opposed since the mid-1970s the acquisi-
tion by the United States of new strategic weapons systems.
Kremlin leaders have therefore had an incentive to stall in
negotiations. They watch happily as the U.S. strategic mod-
ernization program is steadily eroded. In the meantime, the
negotiation of a truly stabilizing arms-control agreement
with the Soviet Union has been rendered more difficult.

It is not happenstance that
Soviet officials and propagan-
dists are frequent participants
in American arms-control
gatherings and institutes.
With no Soviet counterpart to
such organizations permitted
to interfere with Moscow's
strategic decision making, the
American arms-control con-
stituency offers the Kremlin a
unique opportunity for mobi-
lizing domestic public opin-
ion against U.S. defense
programs, for attempting to
influence U.S. strategic
thought and even for gaining
access to internal U.S. discus-
sions of strategy and of mili-
tary technological innova-
tion. In this manner, the

Soviets have become tn effect
indirect participants in the

American_strategic dialogue,
thereby gaining both influ-

The problem with this ap-
proach, more a matter of mood than doctrine, is, first, that it
thrives only in the pluralistic and democratic nations: An in-
dependent arms-control lobby is not tolerated in the Soviet
Union. Second, it focuses on the symptoms and not the causes
of U.S.-Soviet tensions and their threat to peace. It disregards
the fact that the nuclear-arms race is the product of a deeper,
historically rooted political conflict. Many arms-control en-
thusiasts ignore the central historical lesson of the 40-year-old
U.S.-Soviet contest: Without the fearful restraint generated
by the destructive capacity of nuclear weapons, the two super-
powers in all probability would have gone to war against each
other on more than one occasion.

Moreover, arms-control zealotry hurts constructive arms
control. It places enormous political pressure on U.S. deci-
sion makers to make concessions to Moscow for the sake of

\ gence. This corruption of the
domestic American discussion on the centrally important is-
sue of survival in the nuclear age is one of the more damaging
consequences of arms-control pacifism.

The “freeze” hoax

Consider the 1984 presidential election. The Republican
administration had come to power in 1981 committed to
enhancing U.S. strategic capabilities but had totally mishan-
dled the MX-missile issue. First, political expediency led it
to abandon its Democratic predecessor's congressionally
approved decision to deploy in Western states 200 surviva-
bly based launchers with 2,000 missiles. Then, simple strate-
gic incompetence led the administration to advocate such
vulnerable MX basing modes that Congress was provoked
to reduce the number of missiles to fewer than 50. There
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was therefore ample room for a critical appraisal. Yet in-
stead of engaging in the needed public debate, the Demo-
cratic Party was diverted into advocacy of a nuclear
“freeze.” Even its most prominent adherents could not
indicate precisely what was to be “frozen” and how.

A convincing answer would have required a precise indi-
cation of which weapons systems would be affected, what
had to be done to make certain that a “‘freeze” could not be
evaded under the guise of peaceful nuclear-energy applica-
tions, what verification techniques would be used and at
what stages of weapons production compliance would be
monitored and what would be the strategic consequences
both of an effective “‘freeze” and also of its one-sided eva-
sion. In brief, the issue was a hoax.

Similar emotions and irrelevancies were sparked by Presi-
dent Reagan’s initiative, announced in March, 1983, to ex-
plore the desirability of strategic defense. Launched without
adequate preparation and formulated in vague and even uto-
pian terms, the President’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
invited criticism. But given the centrality of the issue of nucle-
ar deterrence, it deserved a serious examination. It did not get
it. What needed scrutiny was whether ongoing deployments
of offensive weapons might over time render increasingly pre-
carious the existing deterrent to war—the threat of mutual as-
sured destruction (MAD). Could the alternative of strategic
defense be implemented either unilater-
ally or through bilateral agreement with
the Soviet Union in a manner that would
actually increase mutual security?

Arguments launched against the SDI
were a flurry of self-contradictory prop-
ositions. They argued that a strategic de-
fense would be technologically impos- Canon
sible to build, that it would be prohi- —
bitively expensive, that it could easily be | !
overwhelmed by Soviet countermea- O
sures, that it would be highly destabiliz-
ing and that it would force the Soviets to
follow the U.S. lead, thereby producing
an arms race in space. Of course, if the
initiative is technically unfeasible, eco-
nomaically ruinous and militanly easy to
counter, it is unciear why the SDI would
still be destabilizing and why the Soviets
should object to America’s embarking
on such a seif-defeating enterprise—and
even less clear why the Soviets would
then follow suit in reproducing such an
undesirable thing for themselves.

But what these arguments reflected
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the SALT ITaccord. Eventually, the indifference to Soviet ac-
tions on the part of arms controllers prompted an under-
standable public reaction against all arms-contro]
agreements—even when these were in the interest of the U S.

A dangerous euphoria

Quite understandably, the Soviets do favor separating
arms control from geopolitics. It permits them to wage the
political struggle while benefiting from the political impres-
sion that the rivalry has waned. Soviet leaders are aware that
euphoria generated by arms-control treaties tends to inhibit
American defense programs or geopolitical responses to
Soviet challenges. SALT agreements, which have not formal-
ly limited either American or Soviet strategic-weapons inno-
vation, have nonetheless had the effect of uniquely
obstructing the modernization of U.S. forces. Within the
American body politic, the impression grew that such pro-
grams were no longer needed and indeed were counter to the
spirit or even to the letter of arms accords.

The history of both the SALT I and the SALT II negotia-
tions is painfully instructive. Throughout both these negotia-
tions the Soviets strove to create the impression of a more
generalized accommodation. Thus, Soviet leaders placed spe-
cial emphasis on the Nixon-Brezhnev declaration of joint
principles and spoke grandly of the era of détente—while si-
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Anti-American demonstration in France. According to Brzezinski, pacifist groups
ignore the fact that the nuclear-arms race results from a deeper, historically rooted
political conflict—and they may help render the U.S. strategically impotent

more basically was a deep-seated unwill-
ingness to face an unpleasant reality:
That strategic stability may have to be sought through unilat-
eral initiatives based on technological innovation rather than
through arms control—unless and until the American-Soviet
political relationship significantly improves.

That proposition is especially unpalatable to those who
view arms control as the centerpiece of U.S.-Soviet relations
and who argue that these negotiations should somehow be
isolated from the geopolitical conflicts that have fueled and
continue to dominate American-Soviet tensions. Such an at-
tempt to isolate arms control from the political context is dan-
gerous and counterproductive. It encourages the Soviets to
pursue assertive policies even while negotiating arms control,
as they did in Angola after the SALT I agreement of 1972 and
the Vladivostok talks in 1974 and in Ethiopia and Afghani-
stan during the negotiation of and the ratification debate over

multaneously pressing assertive geopolitical initiatives and
striving to limit U.S. advances in strategic weaponry.

Arms control has consequences beyond the military bal-
ance—and the Soviets have shown themselves to be sensitive
to its political-perceptual dimensions. Although adding up
the numbers of strategic systems can produce a misleading
analysis of power militarily, the numbers do matter political-
ly. During the 1974 summit in Moscow, a senior U.S. official
exclaimed at a press conference, **“What in the name of God is
strategic supertority?” In previous back-channel negotia-
tions, the United States had agreed to a formula allowing a
larger number of submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs) for the Soviet Union than for the U.S.—308 Soviet
heavy missiles to none for the United States. Soviet leaders de-
rived evident satisfaction from the resulting public perception
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of Soviet strategic superiority. They were well aware that
power and status in international affairs are inseparable.
This does not mean that we should abandon arms control.
But it does mean that it must be pursued with the clear aware-
ness, publicly articulated and frequently reiterated, of one key
fact: Arms control is part of our national-defense policy, not a
substitute for it. Arms-control agreements imply neither po-
litical accommodation nor an end to strategic competition.

Shadow of pre-emptive attack

Short of such a historic transformation of the American-
Soviet relationship, the more promising route for arms con-
trol is to seek narrowly focused, highly specific—perhaps
“interim"—arrangements. These must be subject to verifica-
tion, including on-site inspection of mobile missile launchers.
Furthermore, they must concentrate on the central issues:
Those existing weapons systems, or ones soon to be deployed,
that represent the most acute security threat for each side.

It cannot be emphasized too strongly that numerical
reductions per se are not arms control. Genuine arms con-
trol should increase the security of both sides. It requires
much more refined trade-offs than the quest for numerical
symmetry. Neither the U.S. nor the Soviet Union can in the
near future avoid societal devastation in the event of nuclear
war, so arms control has to deal with the longer-range
danger that a pre-emptive
attack could disarm one
side’s strategic forces,
thereby foreclosing effec-
tive retaliation. That
means concentrating on
agreeing to limit and re-
duce strategic systems

U.S. and Soviet military outiays sggo
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the Soviet levels. All reductions and prohibitions would have
to be subject to foolproof verification.

The American side should make Soviet military secrecy
more of a political issue because of its negative effects on
arms control. Surreptitious military planning, development
and deployment by the Kremlin stimulates the suspicion that
arms control may be seen by some Soviet leaders primarily as
a breathing spell, designed to lull the U.S. into a false sense of
security. Soviet strategic secrecy has another hazard: It could
prompt American overestimates of Soviet deployment,
thereby precipitating American responses that in their turn
could cause the Soviets to escalate.

The basic obstacle to reaching such genuine arms-control
agreements is that the United States has no bargaining assets.
The deployment of the MX missile, which has the power and
accuracy to make the Soviet leadership consider the potential
vulnerability of its land-based ICBM’s and of its command
and shelter centers, has been constrained both by congressio-
nal opposition and by programmatic mishandling by the Rea-
gan administration. The D-5 missile is not scheduled for
large-scale deployment until the mid-1990s and even then in
numbers not sufficient to exert pressure on existing Soviet
strategic forces. The future of the MX missile, and even its
strategic rationale, is in doubt. Congressionally mandated re-
strictions on its size may impair its penetrability, while its de-
ployment in a mobile mode
is likely to be costly and
politically unpalatable.

In these circumstances,
the quest for strategic secu-
rity through arms control
becomes more difficult,
and the threat becomes

that have the capacity or
have been designed pri-
marily for strategic attack
and not for societal
retaliation.

In other words, fewer is

more real that arms-con-
trol agreements reached
because of domestic politi-
cal pressures may stifle
U.S. strategic innovation.
U.S. strategic impotence

not necessarily better. An
arms-control agreement
that cuts strategic nuclear
arsenals by 50 percent

would simply produce
greater instability if

could thereby become the
dangerous end result.

The U.S. must make a
choice among three basic
options: (1) to rely on
arms control—which only
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it left both sides with pro- 1965
portionately more first-
strike systems—for, unless
otherwise specified, each
side is likely to dismantle

1970

Note: Dollars adjusted for inflation.

1975

makes sense if it results in
a comprehensive and veri-
fiable agreement that mas-
sively reduces the Soviet
first-strike systems; (2) to
maintain the precarious

1980

1985
USN&WR—Basic data: Congressional Research Service
The U.S. and Soviet Union, says Brzezinski, are roughly
equal in strategic power—but Soviet military outlays rise steadily
and in contrast with the United States
first its older, less accurate -

systems. The emphasis in

future comprehensive arms-control agreements must shift
from quantitative reductions to qualitative prohibitions. The
number of systems capable of undertaking a precise first-
strike attack must be driven below the number required to
make such an attack militarily effective.

This would require a significant reduction in deployment
of the principal existing Soviet counterforce weapon, the SS-
18 missile, to about the levels proposed by the United States
in 1977—no more than 150 launchers with 1,500 warheads.
There would have to be a corresponding limit on the deploy-
ment of counterforce-capable Soviet SLBM warheads and of
the new SS-24 and SS-25 intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBM’s). On the American side, corresponding limits
would have to apply to the MX, the proposed mobile Midget-
man and thé Trident-based D-5 missiles, in amounts equal to
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state of mutual assured de-
struction by proliferating at very high cost its own survivable
strategic forces so as to counter the projected enormous ex-

pansion in Soviet first-strike systems and covert enhance-
ments in strategic defense; or (3) to move toward mutual
strategic security through a moderate expansion and mod-
ernization of U.S. strategic-attack forces and the deployment
within the decade of a two-tier strategic defense to counter
Soviet first-strike weapons.

Option 3 is best. It provides greater security and consti-
tutes the one course of action most likely to persuade the So-
viets seriously to consider a truly comprehensive, mutually
stabilizing and fully verifiable arms-control agreement. =

From Game Plan: How to Conduct the U.S.-Soviet Contest, published
by Atlantic Monthly Press € 1986 Zbigniew Brzezinski
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